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A B S T R A C T
The topic of the paper is devoted to analysis of socio-cultural impacts of tourism, as effects on the people of host com-
munities resulting from their direct and indirect associations with tourists. The social and cultural impacts of tourism
are the ways in which tourism is contributing to changes in value systems, individual behavior, family structure and re-
lationships, collective lifestyles, safety levels, moral conduct, traditional ceremonies and community organizations. Spe-
cial attention is devoted to considering complexity of tourists/host interrelationships and discussing the techniques for
appraisal of quality and quantity of socio-cultural changes which tourism provokes in local communities.
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Introduction
Socio-cultural effects of tourism are demonstrated by
its strong impacts on the changes presented in value sys-
tems, individual behavior, structure and relationships
within the family, collective way of life, level of security,
moral norms, traditional rituals and customs, the organi-
zation of human communities and the like. Socio-cul-
tural impacts of tourism are primarily manifested on the
population of receptive areas, as a result of their direct
and indirect contact with tourists.
Wider research of socio-cultural effects of tourism has
aroused interest in academic public much later than eco-
nomic aspects of tourism as a phenomenon. Economic is-
sues were the focus of research in the first decades after
the Second World War, when most attention was devoted
to considering the influence of tourism on the growth of
material income and employment level1. In the late
1980s and the beginning of the 1990s the emergence of
numerous scientific and research papers were dedicated
to socio-cultural effects of tourism, which by most of the
academic community were seen in a negative way. Some
of the authors have attempted to present a wide inven-
tory of different socio-cultural effects of tourism2,3, while
others have concentrated on certain types of related
effects4, but in recent years a growing number of re-
search is dedicated to socio-cultural impacts of tourism
in certain geographic areas such as Bali5, Florida6, Nor-
way7 and others. In addition, some of the recent re-
searches have focused on developing new methodologies
and models for assessing the attitudes and relations be-
tween population of receptive areas towards tourists and
tourism in general8. It is noticeable that there are nu-
merous of discussions and polemics on alternative forms
of tourism and the different consequences which resulted
as the effect of interactive evolution between tourists
and local communities9,10. By highlighting the negative
impacts of tourism on local communities, recent resear-
ches have put in doubt earlier view that tourism pro-
motes understanding between people of different nations
and cultures.
Mutual Relations between Tourists
and their Hosts
Socio-cultural influences are a result of specific social
relations that occur during relationship between tourists
and their hosts who are dominant population in recep-
tive areas. The nature of these relationships is a key fac-
tor, according to which can be estimated whether tour-
ism contributes to the strengthening of understanding or
misunderstanding among the mentioned two entities.
According to Wall and Mathieson11, the relationship
(contact) between tourist and host in the destination is re-
lated to the three main contexts: while the tourist buys a
particular product or service from the host, when the
tourist and the host can be found side by side (exp. on the
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beach) and when the two concerned parties meet face to
face in the exchange of certain information or ideas. The
same authors represent the attitude that when the tour-
ism is said to be an important factor in increasing inter-
national understanding, it is usually concluded from the
third mentioned type of contact between tourists and
hosts. However, it is clear that the first two contexts are
more common. As well, it is important to point out that
during their holidays, mass tourists are not much into in-
tensive intercultural communication with the local com-
munity, even though some experts think otherwise. The-
re is no necessity to develop direct contact or relationship
during the travel and depending on the tourists and their
behavior, some changes in behavior of the hosts and resi-
dents in destination can be manifested as well. Contacts
between tourists and hosts when one or more tourists in-
teract with one or more hosts occur in various phases
and are related to different goals and expectations of
tourists. On the one hand, the tourist is mobile, relaxed,
disposed to spending, enjoys in leisure, and tends to dif-
ferent experiences in different places. On the other hand,
host is relatively static and if employed in tourism, most
of the time spends meeting the needs and desires of tour-
ists. Relationships between tourists and their hosts are
determined by the personal characteristics of individuals
(whether they are tourists or hosts), and the conditions
under which such contacts are achieved. Insight into the
available literature shows that research of the relation-
ship between tourists and hosts is most associated with
mass tourism. In this context, the correlation between
tourists and hosts are characterized by the following
features7:
¿ transient nature of these relationships,
¿ spatial and temporal constraints,
¿ lack of spontaneity and
¿ uneven and unbalanced experience.
Primary, the relationship is temporary. Staying in a
destination considers usually short period of time and in-
volves a day or two, if it is a journey that includes multi-
ple destinations, or more than three to four weeks, which
is the usual length of paid vacation. However, temporary
relationship or contact has different significance for tou-
rists, compared to the hosts. For tourists, the fact that
the host is a member of other nation and culture is some-
thing fascinating and unique. On the other hand, for the
hosts contact with tourists is seen as one of the many and
superficial contacts they are making during the tourist
season. Since many forms of tourism are related to com-
mercialized aspects of entertainment, communication
and possible interaction among the tourists and their
hosts is often enabled12. In many cases, tourists are con-
sumers with small level of loyalty mostly because they
rarely come back to destination they have visited once, so
the interaction between tourists and the hosts is realized in
highly superficial manner. In case of repeated visit to the
same destination there is a greater possibility to increase
loyalty and create possible opportunities to achieve com-
plete contact between tourists and hosts.
Secondly, the relationship between tourists and hosts
is characterized by spatial and temporal constraints
which are influencing on duration of stay and intensity
of relationship. During their relatively short stay in des-
tination, tourists often tend to do as many activities that
are offered. As a result, they will demonstrate a higher
degree of generosity in contact with others and expressed
will to spend more money than they do in other normal
and routine situations. On the other hand, tourists will
be very dissatisfied if they notice even the slightest dis-
turbance of their plans related to residence in the desti-
nation. The reactions of the host to tourist’s evident ur-
gency to accomplish as much experience during a short
stay can be expressed through a particular form of ex-
ploitation. This means that if supply continually offers
simplified and various products or services, it can be ex-
pected that the hosts will develop a double system of
price and services: one price and quality of service which
is intended for tourists, and the other one for local popu-
lation.
Tourist facilities and associated contents are often
concentrated in a small number of complexes which
some authors call the »tourist ghetto«11. Structure of
tourism facilities often reflect the desires and needs of
their owners and local authorities for some degree of
physical and social separation. By isolating the tourists
and discouraging them to move out of the tourist zones
in destination, consequently insures the control of tour-
ist consumption within mentioned zones. However, it is
understandable that only very motivated tourists will de-
cide to move beyond their immediate and artificially
built environment, in order to achieve contact with resi-
dents in particular destination. Those types of tourists
are called »researcher« or »adventurer«13. On the other
hand, migrations of wider tourist segments are con-
trolled directly through tour operators who sell destina-
tions or indirectly by the position of the necessary ser-
vices such as: accommodation, restaurants, entertain-
ment and recreational facilities. Relying on the fact that
tourism reaches higher degree of development, the tour-
ist zones are expanding and most of relations between
tourists and their hosts (locals) are becoming increas-
ingly rare and superficial.






















Fig. 1. Attitudes and behavior of hosts in relation to tourism
development9.
Third feature of relationship between tourists and
their hosts is described by the lack of spontaneity. Tour-
ism contributes putting certain informal and traditional
relationships and values under the frame of economic ac-
tivity, which transforms the former spontaneous hospi-
tality into commercial transactions. Package tours, events,
exhibitions and other tourist attractions and facilities
are promoted before their actual implementation. This
means that supply offers appropriate, comfortable and
risk-free activities and experiences in the framework of
well planned and organized trips while the possibilities of
spontaneous and direct contacts are pushed to the back-
ground. These types of relations and contacts are under
rigid control of tour operators and in some cases reduced
only within the possibility of their additional incomes.
Fourth feature is initiated by their nature of often un-
equal and unbalanced relations. Differences in material
status is mostly expressed in consumption and attitudes
of tourists so the hosts often feel inferior and for return
they use each possibility to exploit the apparent wealth
of tourists. As well, the inequality is present on the level
of satisfaction that comes from relations between the
tourist and the host. Vacation to a tourist is a new experi-
ence, but its consequences represent an everyday routine
for the host. Maintaining such a routine can be difficult
in cases of aircraft delays and other unexpected situa-
tions during the tourist trip. This may cause increased
psychological pressure on the hosts, which tourists are
not aware of and often do not pay attention to. The rela-
tions with tourists do not always produce influences on
their direct hosts. However, hosts as individuals can ef-
fect on other members of local community by changing
their usual behavior or attitude. Such indirect socio-cul-
tural effects can become more complex due to additional
possibilities of employment brought by the tourism de-
velopment. The increased volume of tourist traffic can be
an initial factor of social change, relied on innovation and
improvement of transport and other elements of infra-
structure, of which benefits entire local community. Tou-
rism development increases the income of the accommo-
dation and the percentage of local people involved in
serving tourists. This result by the consumption pattern
changes of the local population, causing the new socio-
-cultural changes related to changes in consumer habits.
The problem of the factors that determine the nature
of the relationship between tourists and hosts is argued
by several authors11,14,15. Factors can be both positive and
negative, which means that they can encourage or dis-
courage interaction between the two parties. Among
these are the following: the volume and the type of tour-
ism development, physical isolation of tourists, length of
stay, the volume of new tourists, temporary purpose of
stay, language and forms of communication, the eco-
nomic importance of the hospitality, the involvement of
local people in economy, developed level of national pride,
etc. These factors interpenetrate each other and it is dif-
ficult to consider and analyze each of them separately, as
well as other factors, such as: the phase of tourism devel-
opment, ethnic structure, the involvement of local people
in tourism development, attitudes about the quality of
tourist services etc., the aforementioned factors always
has to be taken into consideration when making travel
plans. It is certain that the mutual irritations in tour-
ist-host relation and negative socio-cultural effects can
be low rated and reduced to a tolerable extent, but can-
not be completely eliminated.
Insight into the available literature shows that in the
previous studies of socio-cultural effects of tourism de-
velopment can be divided into two segments: some au-
thors have studied the social while others were exploring
the cultural and other aspects of development of the
tourism phenomenon. Although this division should be
accepted only tentatively because of the large entangle-
ment of social and cultural effects of tourism develop-
ment, it can be said that social research, mainly are de-
voted to interpersonal relations in tourism, moral norms,
the emergence of crime, gambling, religion, the impact of
tourism on the health of tourists and residents of recep-
tive areas and the like. On the other hand, research on
cultural effects is mostly focused on the consideration of
tangible and intangible forms of culture and cultural pro-
cess of change. Following this division, and considering
the fact that it does not make a clear distinction between
social and cultural aspects, in this paper the focus will be
based on the social consequences of development of the
tourism phenomenon.
Methods for Measuring the Social
Impacts of Tourism
Globally, previous studies of social impacts of tourism
are a useful inventory of indicators of such impacts, but
it is noticed that they are, on the one hand, very descrip-
tive, while on the other hand related to some small and
rural tourism areas, without a clear conceptual founda-
tion11,16. Possible ways of evaluation of social impacts are
suggested in a small number of scientific research pa-
pers. Although several authors stress the need for basic
monitoring of tourist’s and resident’s behavior and the
reciprocal effects that arise from their interaction10,17,
the current practice indicates a small number of theoret-
ical models that can be widely applied in researching the
social impact of tourism. These models represent the ini-
tial framework for the development of the conceptual ba-
sis for the comprehensive evaluation of the social impact
of tourism. Their creators are aware of the fact that
these impacts of tourism are changing over time, repre-
senting a response to structural changes in tourism ac-
tivity, as well as the degree and duration of exposure to
the domestic population due to tourism development.
They also try to determine the types of residents and
their reason for supporting or opposing tourism, taking
into account the type of factors that lead to such atti-
tudes and behavior.
Doxey18 proposed the »Iridex model« to monitor the
degree of irritation of the domestic population, caused by
increases in tourist traffic, which includes several stages.
At the beginning of tourism development in yet isolated
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destination of the traditional type, the occasional arrival
of guests causes a pleasant reaction on domestic popula-
tion and tourists are welcome. It is an »euphoric phase«
in which the author described satisfaction among domes-
tic population due to arrival of tourists and tourism de-
velopment. As the number of visitors increase, euphoria
is replaced by the state of residents »apathy«, and their
will for interaction with tourists increasingly gets weak.
The next phase of the »Iridex model« is a stage of »irrita-
tion« which is characterized by permanent concessions
which the hosts have to do in order to meet the demands
and needs of the progressive number of tourists. This im-
plies an progressive building of fun and recreational in-
frastructure facilities and it effects the competition
among entrepreneurs that tend to use the same space
and limited resources of the destination. The value of
these resources is consequently growing, their market is
increasing and the destination becomes more expensive.
In addition, the local people are blamed for the eventual
fall of the tourist interest for local traditional heritage.
Increase of dominant apathy and irritation is caused by
the fact that tourists are visually different from the hosts
(the way they dress and behave is different), and the fact
that tourists have much more free time for leisure com-
pared to their hosts who are burdened with extensive ac-
tions and obligations. Tourists are free and unfettered to
spend their money in order to meet their various needs
and wishes. The high degree of irritation can lead to a
phase of »antagonism«, where residents mark tourists as
main responsible for everything bad that has affected
destination. Some of the examples can be the following
phrases: »Tax rates have risen because of the tourists«;
»Tourists do not respect our property«; »Tourists have
corrupted our youth«; »Tourists intend to destroy all
that is good and beautiful in our country«, etc. The final
stage of »Iridex model« starts when the pressure of visi-
tors and the saturation of space reach such level that vio-
late the basic values of tourist destination. This includes
the abolishment of a traditional architectural style, vio-
lating the traditional values of hosts and loss of their
kindness, etc. Authentic environment of destination is
permanently changed, so the local population have to
adapt to new living conditions and to initiate a new con-
cept of tourism development based on a different type of
tourist segment.
Bjorklund and Philbrick19 developed a model to ana-
lyze the processes that occur in situations when there is
interaction between two or more groups of people with
different cultural characteristics. Butler9 elaborated this
model, pointing out that it can be used for the study of
social relations between tourists and their hosts. The fol-
lowing figure shows that the attitudes of groups and indi-
viduals to tourism can be positive or negative, and their
behavior can be active or passive. The resulting combina-
tion of responses to tourism can have one of four forms
that are displayed on the diagram. In particular local
community all of four categories may be present in any
time frame, but the number of people belonging to cer-
tain category is changing over time. For example, entre-
preneurs who are financially involved in the develop-
ment of tourism are likely to be involved in strong tour-
ism promotion, while the small group of distinguished
and individual subjects, who are not involved in the de-
velopment of tourism, can be expected to lead an inten-
sive campaign of opposition to tourism development and
the possible changes it may bring. Most of the population
in the community generally can be subsumed under one
of two remaining passive categories, whether it’s about
people who silently and slowly embrace tourism because
of the positive impact brought by these activities, or resi-
dents who do not see the possibility to change current
trends of tourism development. Ap and Crompton20 of-
fered a model of narrow scope, focusing on individual res-
idents and their behavior and adaptation on the develop-
ment of tourism:
• Sympathetic acceptance. Acceptance of tourists with
great enthusiasm;
• Tolerance. Residents were prepared to accept the in-
conveniences caused by tourism, recognizing the bene-
fits that tourism brings to local communities;
• Customization. Residents actively change their past
behavior in order to avoid discomfort caused by the ar-
rival of tourists, organizing different spatial and tem-
poral distribution of their activities in order to avoid
often meeting with tourists;
• Withdrawal. This includes physical (leaving the desti-
nation) or psychological withdrawal (being quiet and
withdrawn without any contact with tourists).
The aforementioned models are similar because they
include elements of dynamics and progress, starting
from the fact that social influences change over time.
However, the concepts of authors differ in how these
changes manifest. For example, Doxey18 represents the
opinion that change can take place only in one direction,
while Butler9 points out that changes in the behavior or
attitudes of residents can be manifested in different
ways. Doxey’s model can be adopted and applied on dom-
inant behavior in destination in general. On the other
hand, Butler, Ap and Crompton are researching the
groups and individuals among particular destinations.
They correctly conclude that the destination indicates
different attitudes toward tourism, which could create
tensions between different groups of the population on a
given receptive area. This means that social change can
be treated as a direct consequence of the way residents
perceive the changes in spatial and time frame of their
life, caused by tourism (especially in peak season). The
aforementioned and other models suggest the need to
further strengthen the empirical studies of behaviour
and attitudes of residents, their level of response, includ-
ing the upper threshold of such reactions observed in the
context of the degree of tourism influence.
Some authors21 emphasize the importance of »pro-
cess/model of creative destruction« by indicating the se-
quence of activities during which the field of cultural
heritage, and especially the smaller destinations in the
hiking areas of large cities, are significantly transform-
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ing thanks to tourism. These areas have been modified
through changes in relations between the three variable
elements: investments of local entrepreneurs, market
valuation of cultural heritage and the destruction of the
rural idyll. The model points out the need to make a
profit by investing in the renovation, reconstruction and
development of cultural heritage (ethno-social features,
events, environmental entities, monuments, etc.), which
can be offered in the form of product intend for sale on
the tourist market. Mentioned investments are made in
order to attract and animate a large number of consum-
ers, whose consumption will lead to new funds for rein-
vestment. This negatively affects rural areas and small
towns mostly because they are losing their authentic ap-
pearance by transforming the landscape units and de-
grading the original environment.
The »process of creative destruction« is developed in
several phases. First phase includes co-modification of
tradition and cultural heritage. Investments made at this
stage are focused on achieving significant financial pro-
fit. In the next stage (»advanced co-modification«) in-
vestments are increasing: there are new jobs opportuni-
ties and previous job positions are transforming in order
to adequately meet the needs of visitors/tourists. Local
communities are promoted and positioned in the market,
and the number of visitors is growing dynamically. The
groups and individuals involved in tourism development
are aware of market reputation importance, while other
segments of the locals are faced with difficulties of a large
inbound of visitors. Phase of »early destruction« begins
when the profit starts to reinvest in new jobs in order to
meet the needs of the growing number of tourists. Over
time, the crowds and congestion of the area increases
and larger number of residents notice the erosion of the
quality of their local communities followed by the deteri-
oration of their own lifestyles. The final phase of destruc-
tion occurs when residents of certain destination become
clear that living conditions have deteriorated drastically,
and that the previous appearance of an attractive desti-
nation (made in the process of co-modification) is com-
pletely devastated. Finally, the phase of »post-destruc-
tion« starts when destination becomes a place for recrea-
tion and shopping, primarily intended for mass tourists
and less attractive for those who are interested in explor-
ing the unique cultural heritage. For those residents who
choose to stay in such destination the only alternative
left is to accept the new terms of living and adopt them as
a lifestyle.
Tourism and Social Change:
From Euphoria to Xenophobia
Initial stages of tourism development are usually ac-
companied by enthusiasm of the domestic population in
receptive areas, mostly because they perceive the poten-
tial benefits that will bring investors and tourists to their
local communities. There is no doubt that tourism brings
investments and insures income that can replace tradi-
tional sources of income in the destinations. Tourism de-
velopment is often followed by the governmental support
and local residents’ approval, especially in underdevel-
oped areas because this segment of economy is highly po-
tential to achieve rapid growth and insure regular bud-
get followed by the personal income increase. The pre-
vious optimistic attitude and euphoria that are usually
present in the initial stages of tourism development are
beginning to come down, as the tourist arrivals and tour-
ism growth rises. Analyzing the social impacts of tourism
on the islands of the Pacific Ocean, Wall and Mathie-
son11, focused on enthusiasm of local political leaders of
Fiji Islands and Samoa at the end of the 1970s, who were
saying the following: »Tourism will improve our econ-
omy, of which the immediate benefit will be reflected on
our residents. We are proud that the tourists will meet
the beauty, cultural heritage and the tradition of our is-
lands.« However, the same authors describe that the
present authorities on these islands and their inhabit-
ants express concern over the negative impacts of tour-
ism that constantly reverse the traditional customs and
way of living. Initiating the tourism development, gov-
ernments of these and many other attractive Pacific Is-
lands were aware that tourism economy will, in certain
way, damage local traditional values but they could not
predict the destruction of social structure.
Yet, it is more rational to accept the point of view that
the tourism contributes social and cultural changes of re-
ceptive areas than to think that tourism is the only cause
of all socio-cultural disorders in local communities22. So-
ciety and culture are dynamic categories and the influ-
ence of tourism shouldn’t be overrated because it can
lead to deceiving conclusions and values.
Perceptions and attitudes of hosts about the constant
expansion of facilities and services that are designed to
match the needs of visitors can be increased over time
and even reach the level of xenophobia. Xenophobia oc-
curs in cases when socio-cultural carrying capacity in
destination is overused which can be caused by mass
tourist flow. It involves expressed negative attitudes and
emotions of hosts to tourists and their behavior. Negative
attitudes of hosts towards tourists vary in their intensity
and manifestation: from complaining on the tourist traf-
fic in destination to the open expression of unfriendly at-
titude or even violence towards tourists11.
Insight into the literature shows that larger number
of experts researched socio-cultural impacts of tourism
in rural areas20,23,24 than in urban environment25 al-
though tourism development is more dynamic in the sec-
ond type of destination. However, all researchers agreed
about the fact that over last fifty years, tourism has led
to significant changes in the social structure of receptive
areas. As well, there is consent that while assessing the
socio-cultural effects of tourism in one destination, the
category that should be considered primarily includes
possible limits of tolerance for tourists by residents,
which are spatially and temporally very different. As
long as the number of tourists and their cumulative im-
pacts are below the critical level, and economic effects of
tourism have a positive trend, the presence of tourists in
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the destinations are more or less, accepted and met with
approval of the majority of local population. Yet, if the
upper tolerance level is reached and exceeded, many
symptoms of dissatisfaction could come to surface, vary-
ing from mild apathy and irritation to extreme xenopho-
bia. The upper tolerance level of locals is a sensitive psy-
chological category and it can depend on several fac-
tors8,9,11,26:
1. Cultural and economic distance and other differ-
ences between tourists and their hosts. Residents on des-
tinations differ in their tolerance towards people who are
different from them in terms of the following categories:
physical appearance, race, number, nationality, etc. The
greater the divergence between the tourist-host relations
gets, certain social influences are more significant, espe-
cially in small and isolated receptive areas. Problems in
interaction generally occur due to lack of education, mu-
tual misunderstanding of cultural differences and previ-
ous knowledge about what behavior is acceptable and
what is not. Such communication problems can be pres-
ent on both sides, among tourists and their hosts. The es-
sence of social contact and interaction between tourists
and hosts mainly depends on expressed level of desire to
achieve relationship.
2. Ability of destinations and their local communities
to physically and mentally absorb tourist arrivals, with-
out disrupting or suppressing usual local activities. This
factor can best be analyzed through the index of inten-
sity of tourism, measured in number of tourists com-
pared to the number of residents. Best examples are capi-
tals such as London, Paris or New York, all cosmopolitan
cities and destinations that absorb millions of tourists
per year. However, high flow of tourists is supported by
large number of tourist facilities and the ambient in-
volves fusion of tourists and great number of local popu-
lation. On the other hand, in Barbados or the Virgin Is-
lands the number of tourists is many times greater than
the number of local people, and facilities are often over-
booked. Accordingly, dissatisfaction of the local popula-
tion will be much more manifested in Barbados rather
than in London.
3. The dynamics and intensity of tourist development.
While implementing tourism in large and well-ordered
economic systems, the impacts of tourism are not that
significant. Most developed countries have matched the
growth of tourism with the overall economic expansion.
However, in cases when tourism is replacing other domi-
nant and existing business, becoming the main source of
income in a short period, the socio-cultural and psycho-
logical consequences are inevitable. Popular travel desti-
nations on the Pacific Islands and islands of Aegean and
Caribbean Sea, whose development is based on tourism
as a main source of income, met with numerous negative
socio-cultural effects as the consequences of rapid tour-
ism growth.
4. The degree of involvement of local people in the
process of providing tourism services. It is widely known
that local community members, who found their source
of economic income in tourism, manifest the positive at-
titude to tourism. On the other hand, a higher percent-
age of local people who tend to protect their community
and lifestyle from the negative impacts of tourism, are
joining the local organizations that control and affect the
tourism development. Such people are engaged in plan-
ning activities, supporting specific forms of tourism that
will not harm the local environment, while the public re-
mains at the level of the general attitude or relationship
to tourism, without undertaking specific activities.
Although it is hard to estimate whether the local com-
munity has reached the critical level of tolerance towards
tourism (socio-cultural carrying capacity of destination is
abstract and hard to be measured26, the literature indi-
cates that several authors in their papers point that
many destinations are at the edge position to reach and
overcome the mentioned tolerance level. Former low-key
approach to the negative aspects of tourism development
and its economic benefits, is in modern terms less com-
mon. The growing animosity towards tourism is strictly
limited only in case of socially and economically less de-
veloped segments of population, because the negative re-
actions can be represented by concerned politicians, aca-
demic people, priests and even businessmen. Expressing
dissatisfaction is especially characteristic of areas with
»tourist magnetic attractive force«14, in which tourism is
the main source of income for the local community and
where all activities are, more or less, in a function of sat-
isfying the needs of tourists, whose stay at the destina-
tions is related to the shorter period of the year. Although
in such areas the economic benefit of residents is secured
by the tourist consumption, each beginning and the end
of a tourist season is greeted with mixed feelings and
emotions.
Conclusion
Growing interest of experts and researchers to ex-
plore the socio-cultural impacts of tourism correspon-
dents with the fact that tourism does not always bring
certain positive effects to receptive areas. Until recently
it was taught that »mass tourism is a big thing«, mostly
because of the positive effects that have appeared on that
basis. However, the ambient and effects of contemporary
tourism indicate the question: Do residents of tourist
destinations really live better since they took over the
role of the host?
If accepted that tourism effects are positive compo-
nents that contribute to preservation of social structure
in tourist areas and destinations, than it can be con-
cluded that the negative social and cultural effects are
those components which disturb and damage social in-
tegrity of local communities. However, it is controversial
whether the negative socio-cultural effects appear al-
ways as a result of intensive tourism growth or their gen-
esis is initiated by other factors. As well, the possibility of
application of the certain research results based on sev-
eral destinations and in case of all other destination is
questionable. Future research should not only expand
former conclusions, but to focus on new aspects of socio-
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-cultural effects of tourism. Research in this field should
make clear distinction between actual socio-cultural ef-
fects of tourism and those effects that the residents of
destinations have already perceived.
Comprehensive assessment of socio-cultural influen-
ces requires that perception of these effects, based from
the point of resident’s view, is constantly analyzed in the
context of the level or the phase of tourism development
in targeted area. It is completely understandable that re-
alization of these tasks requires further improvement of
research methods which might perceive socio-cultural
changes caused by tourism. The fact is that reliable re-
search results of tourism socio-cultural effects requires
multidisciplinary approach, taking into account the high
complexity and heterogeneity of the tourism as a phe-
nomenon. Due to that, the integration of economic, socio-
-cultural, environmental, institutional, political and other
elements represents the basic background for all future
studies of tourism, including socio-cultural influences of
its development on destinations and their inhabitants.
R E F E R E N C E S
1. JAFARI J, PIZAM A, PRZECLAWSKI K, Annals of Tourism Re-
search, 17 (1990) 469. — 2. LINDBERG K, JOHNSON R, Annals of Tour-
ism Research, 24 (1997) 92. — 3. SMITH L, EADINGTON R, Tourism Al-
ternatives: Political Problems in the Development of Tourism (University
of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia, 1995). — 4. RYAN C, Tourism Man-
agement, 14 (1993) 83. — 5. WALL, G, Forces for change: tourism. In:
MARTOPO S, MITCHELL B (Eds) Bali: Balancing Environment, Econ-
omy and Culture (University of Waterloo, Ontario, 1995). — 6. MILMAN
A, PIZAM A, Annals of Tourism Research, 15 (1998) 191. — 7. GJERALD
O, Journal of Tourism and Cultural Change, 3 (2005) 36. — 8. LANK-
FORD SV, HOWARD DR, Annals of Tourism Research, 21 (1994) 39. — 9.
BUTLER RW, Tourism, Development and Growth: The Challenge of
Sustainability (Routledge, London, 1997). — 10. PEARCE G, Annals of
Tourism Research, 25 (1998) 76. — 11. WALL G, MATHIESON A, Tour-
ism: Change, Impacts and Opportunities (Prentice Hall, London, 2006).
— 12. MCKERCHER B, Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 1 (1993). — 13.
WEAVER D, Sustainable Tourism: Theory and Practice (Elsevier Butter-
worth-Heinemann, Oxford, 2006). — 14. JAFARI J, The scientification of
tourism. In: SMITH L, BRENT M (Eds) Hosts and Guests Revisited
(Cognizant Communications, New York, 2001). — 15. SMITH J, Annals
of Tourism Research, 28 (2001) 31. — 16. AP J, Annals of Tourism Re-
search, 19 (1992) 90. — 17. BROWN G, GILES R, Coping with tourism:
an examination of resident responses to the social impacts of tourism. In:
SEATON V (Ed) Tourism: The State of the Art (John Wiley & Sons, Chi-
chester, 1994). — 18. DOXEY G, A causation theory of visitor-resident ir-
ritants, methodology and research inference. In: Proceedings (Travel and
Tourism Research Association Conference, San Diego, 1975). — 19.
BJORKLUND M, PHILBRICK K, Spatial configurations of mental pro-
cesses (University of Western Ontario, Ontario, 1975). — 20. AP J,
CROMPTON L, Journal of Travel Research, 37 (1992) 8. — 21. MITCH-
ELL, A (2003). The heritage shopping village: profit, preservation and
production. In: WALL G (Ed) Tourism: People, Places and Products (Uni-
versity of Waterloo, Ontario, 2003). — 22. KING B, PIZAM A, MILMAN
A, Annals of Tourism Research, 20 (1993) 65. — 23. MCCOOL, F, MAR-
TIN R, Journal of Travel Research, 32 (1994) 29. — 24. ALLEN R, HA-
FER R, LONG T, PERDUE R, Journal of Travel Research, 31 (1994) 27.
— 25. FREDLINE E, FAULKNER B, Annals of Tourism Research, 27
(2000) 84. — 26. JOVI^I^ D, Tourism and environment (Ton PLUS, Bel-
grade, 2010).
D. Jovi~i}
University of Belgrade, Geographical Faculty, Studentski trg 1, 11000 Beograd, Serbia
e-mail: dobricaj@eunet.rs
SOCIOKULTURALNI UTJECAJ SUVREMENOG TURIZMA
S A @ E T A K
Tema ovog rada posve}ena je analizi sociokulturalnog utjecaja turizma, kao u~inku na pripadnike udomljavaju}ih zajed-
nica uslijed njihovih izravnih i neizravnih kontakata s turistima. Socijalni i kulturalni utjecaji turizma su na~ini kojima
turizam pridonosi promjeni u sustavu vrijednosti, pojedina~nom pona{anju, obiteljskoj strukturi i odnosima, zajedni~kom
stilu `ivota, razini sigurnosti, moralu, tradicionalnim sve~anostima i organizaciji zajednice. Posebna pa`nja posve}ena je
kompleksnosti me|uodnosa izme|u turista i doma}ina te raspravi o tehnikama za podizanje kvalitete i kvantitete socio-
kulturalnih promjena koje turizam izaziva u lokalnim zajednicama.
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